The Measurement of Teachers\u27 Implementation and Acceptability of a CBM Focus by Peterson, Aaron K
Utah State University 
DigitalCommons@USU 
All Graduate Plan B and other Reports Graduate Studies 
5-2011 
The Measurement of Teachers' Implementation and Acceptability 
of a CBM Focus 
Aaron K. Peterson 
Utah State University 
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/gradreports 
 Part of the Special Education and Teaching Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Peterson, Aaron K., "The Measurement of Teachers' Implementation and Acceptability of a CBM Focus" 
(2011). All Graduate Plan B and other Reports. 33. 
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/gradreports/33 
This Creative Project is brought to you for free and open 
access by the Graduate Studies at 
DigitalCommons@USU. It has been accepted for 
inclusion in All Graduate Plan B and other Reports by an 
authorized administrator of DigitalCommons@USU. For 
more information, please contact 
digitalcommons@usu.edu. 
1	  	   THE	  MEASUREMENT	  OF	  TEACHERS’	  IMPLEMENTATION	  	  AND	  ACCEPTABILITY	  OF	  A	  CBM	  	  	  INTERVENTION	  PACKAGE	  
 
 
 
by 
 
 
 
Aaron Peterson 
  
A project submitted in partial fulfillment 
of the requirements for the degree  
 
of  
 
MASTER OF EDUCATION 
 
In 
 
Special Education 
 
Approved: 
 
___________________      __________________ 
Scott Ross PhD       Robert Morgan PhD 
Committee Chairperson      Committee Member 
 
 
___________________      __________________ 
Charles Salzberg, PhD      Devin Healey, EdS 
Committee Member       Committee Member 
 
 
 
 
 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
Logan, Utah 
 
2011 
2 	  
ABSTRACT 
 
 
 Curriculum-Based Measurement (CBM) is a method that teachers use to 
formatively assess progress in reading, math, writing, and spelling.  In recent years, 
different data-management systems have been created to systematically organize, group, 
and monitor data on multiple students for teachers to make better instructional decisions.  
Most data-management-systems are fee-based and can be cost-prohibitive, but CBM 
Focus is a free program consisting of the same concepts, charting, and data-entry 
methods. This project measured the social validity and implementation fidelity of CBM 
Focus—a curriculum-based measurement data management system for recording student 
reading, writing, and math records. Eleven participating elementary teachers in this 
project were surveyed prior to using CBM Focus to determine a baseline of social 
validity.  At the end of 11 weeks, a second survey was administered.  Based on results of 
implementation fidelity at the ninth week, an additional procedure was implemented for 
the last seven weeks. The study concluded with a follow up survey at 16 weeks. The 
results of the study revealed that the 11 teachers: (a) did not implement CBM Focus with 
fidelity prior to the author’s intervention; (b) implemented the program with fidelity after 
the author’s intervention; and (c) teachers with higher rates of implementation fidelity of 
CBM use had higher acceptability of CBM Focus.          
(100 pages) 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 Curriculum-Based Measurement (CBM) is a method of progress 
monitoring that measures academic growth in basic skills of students.  CBM’s origin is 
rooted in research for measuring effectiveness of teacher instruction and interventions of 
students in special education.  Since CBM has gained recognition in the mid-to-late 
1970’s, many qualities and characteristics have been described in Deno’s (2003) review 
of research on CBM. Unlike curriculum-based assessment, which references a wide range 
of informal assessment procedures, CBM has the following characteristics: (a) reliability 
and validity through standardized observational procedures; (b) standard measurement 
tasks in reading, writing word sequences, writing letter sequences in spelling, and writing 
correct answers/digits in math; (c) prescriptive stimulus material; (d) standard 
administration and scoring; (e) direct observation of the sampling; (f) multiple sample 
measures across time for reliability; (g) time efficiency; and (h) ease of instruction for 
teachers, paraprofessionals, and parents (Deno, 2003). In addition to Deno’s summary, 
CBM is supposed to be: (a) the research base behind referring, determining, and 
implementing and monitoring individualized education plans for special education; (b) 
the means for evaluating student response to interventions and programs; (c) a means of 
making individualized education plans data driven; and (d) a way of measuring the 
effectiveness of teacher instruction.  
Fuchs and Fuchs (1985) presented a meta-analysis of 21 studies showing that 
students with mild to moderate disabilities monitored by formative evaluation (e.g., 
CBM) had higher achievement than those who were not measured by formative 
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measures. The researchers searched through technology databases (e.g., ERIC), 
educational, and psychological journals to find studies under the key descriptors such as 
student achievement, student progress, goal attainment, and educational effects.  Studies 
were considered for the meta-analysis if a control group was implemented and if the data 
presented were adequate for meta-analytic statistics. Of the 29 reviewed, 21 met the 
requirements. Fuchs and Fuchs (1985) then transformed the results into a common metric 
effect size defined as “the difference between the treatment means, divided by the control 
group standard deviation” (p. 8).  The results of the meta-analysis indicated that students 
with mild to moderate disabilities monitored by systematic and formative evaluation had 
significantly better academic outcomes (0.72 standard deviations) than those not 
evaluated by formative measures.  Fuchs and Fuchs (1985) suggested that by utilizing the 
methodology of formative assessment, practitioners could more effectively design and 
individualize plans for students.  
CBM is not only used as a means for making instructional decisions, but also as a 
way of identifying students with learning disabilities. Marston, Mirkin, and Deno (1984) 
found that the use of CBM as a means of identifying students for special education 
referral greatly reduced the teachers’ bias’ (e.g., social behavior, sex, and race) and errors 
in decision making.  In their study, two referral groups of at-risk students from six 
elementary schools in a 50-mile radius were compared. Group I subjects were from five 
schools and were referred based on repeated measurements (CBM).  Subjects from Group 
II were from the same schools as those subjects from Group I, but were referred by a 
traditional teacher referral process.  Results of the study showed that the number of 
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referrals was the same for both methods used, but the teacher referred students were more 
likely to be considered as having behavior problems, and a higher proportion of males 
were referred than females. Students who were referred through weekly monitoring of 
CBM probes were more likely to have a discrepancy between their cognitive and 
achievement levels. The point of the study is not to promote the discrepancy method, but 
to show that CBM was more useful in identifying students with learning disabilities than 
teacher referrals, which tended to be biased. The Marston et al. (1984) study was 
published at a time when the nation experienced one of its largest spikes in students 
identified as having a learning disability because of the faulty IQ/achievement 
discrepancy method (Fuchs and Fuchs, 2007). Also, Marston et al.’s (1984) study was 
one of many that helped to validate the use of CBMs in measuring student response to 
intervention and influence the changes in the  Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Improvement Act (IDEIA, 2004) to include their use as a method of identification of 
students with learning disabilities.    
CBM within RTI 
CBM is a major component of the Response to Intervention (RTI) model (Deno, 
et al., 2009). In 2002, The National Research Center for Learning Disabilities (NRCLD) 
received a grant from the U.S. Department of Education to identify, describe, and 
evaluate RTI in elementary schools. After soliciting 60 schools across the country, 41 
participated in the study and 19 were researched with greater intensity (NRCLD, 2007). 
NRCLD found common practices among these schools: (a) school-wide screening, (b) 
progress monitoring, (c) tiered service delivery, (d) data-based decision making, (e) 
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parent involvement, and (f) fidelity of implementation (NRCLD, 2007).  They defined 
progress monitoring as “. . . a scientifically based practice that is used to assess students' 
academic performance and evaluate the effectiveness of instruction . . . [and] can be 
implemented with individual students or an entire class” (NCSPM, 2007). 
The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) defines RTI as a “process designed 
to identify struggling learners early, to provide access to needed interventions [and] . . . . 
assist in identifying children with disabilities by providing data about how a child 
responds to scientifically based intervention as a part of the comprehensive evaluation 
required for identification of any disability” (CEC, 2008, p.1). CEC’s position coincides 
with the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) 2004 
legislation which states that a local education agency is not required to take into 
consideration a discrepancy between achievement and intellectual ability but may use 
“...a process that determines if the child responds to a scientific, research-based 
intervention as part of the evaluation procedures” (IDEIA, 2007).   
Computerized Programs 
Different CBM’s are used to evaluate different skills: (a) reading (e.g., letter-
naming fluency, nonsense word fluency, oral reading fluency); (b) math (e.g., correct 
digits in answer, correct answer, etc.); and (c) writing (e.g., total words written, words 
spelled correctly, and correct word sequences).  The most widely used of these measures 
across most grade levels are: (a) oral reading fluency reading; (b) correct digits math; and 
(c) correct word sequences writing.   Because of the amount of data collected, 
computerized programs have been utilized to store large quantities of data and create 
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graphs.  Fuchs (1988) found that “teachers who employ computers to store, graph, and 
analyze their pupil data appear to respond” with greater performance on goal-based 
evaluations than do teachers not using a computer-based program.  In the study, 18 
teachers were randomly assigned to a computer or non-computer group (e.g., paper and 
pencil recording). Each group was then divided into sub-groups to evaluate goal based or 
experimental data evaluation, and then spelling data was collected by words correct and 
letter sequence score. A goal based evaluation was one in which an aimline was drawn 
over seven data points of a graph. The teachers then had to decide how to change the 
intervention to meet the goal at the end of the aimline if students’ trendline fell below it.  
The experimental data evaluation was one in which the teacher had to make a 
programmatic change every seven data points regardless of students’ levels to effect 
better growth rates. Each teacher then chose two students with spelling goals to progress 
monitor using a curriculum based measurement. Implementation of the treatment lasted 
15 weeks and the results indicated that while performance was comparable with the non-
computer group, the computer group performed significantly better with a goal based 
evaluation and the non-computer group performed significantly better with the 
experimental data evaluation method. Overall, the results of this study showed that using 
computer assisted data-management systems in storing, graphing, and analyzing data in 
conjunction with a goal based evaluation method have a higher rate of student 
performance than not using a computer data management system.  
Managing data can be done by traditional means (e.g., paper and pencil recording 
on data sheets), but according to Fuchs, Fuchs, Hamlett, Stecker, and Ferguson (1988), 
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technologically implemented data management systems may save teachers and 
administrators time and effort, thereby increasing the likelihood of progress monitoring 
implementation being sustained. In their guide to CBMs, Hosp, Hosp, and Howell (2007) 
described the range of computerized graphing and data management systems available 
for use. Data management systems (e.g., Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 
Skills [DIBELS], Yearly Progress Pro [YPP], AIMSweb, CBM Focus, etc.) are important 
tools in tailoring CBM data management to each schools’ personalized needs according 
to these factors:  (a) type of program—web-based or stand alone; (b) data—cross year 
data management and analysis, or within year use; (c) fee—fee associated, onetime fee, 
or ongoing fee; (d) auto computerized administration and scoring, or just data 
management and interpretation; (e) skills—which skills (e.g., reading, math, writing, etc.) 
are addressed with the program (Hosp, Hosp, and Howell, 2007, p.128).  Data 
managements systems allow teachers to manage their data so they can setup specialized 
instruction and interventions for struggling students. Fuchs et al. (1988) found that data 
management software systems saved teachers time from analyzing the mechanics and 
technical aspects so more time could be spent on instructional decision making and 
increasing student achievement. 
The purpose of this project was to evaluate the implementation fidelity and social 
validity of one such data management system. At a small elementary school in rural Utah, 
the principal and instructional coach indicated a need for a data management tool to 
collate, graph, and produce information from collected progress monitoring probes in 
writing and math. The data-management system implemented to meet the school’s needs 
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was CBM Focus, and the purpose of this study was to determine how teachers responded 
to its implementation. More specifically, the questions posed in this project were: (a) can 
teachers effectively implement CBM Focus for writing and math with fidelity, and (b) 
will teachers have a positive response to the implementation of CBM Focus? 
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METHODS 
Setting 
 The setting for this study was a rural elementary school (K-6) with 303 students.  
The ethnic makeup of the group was: Caucasian—73%; Hispanic—26%; Black, Native 
American, Asian (combined)—less than 1%. The school qualifies for Title I status based 
on the high percentage (75-80%) of students from a low socioeconomic background. 
The community is located in central Utah with a high proportion of families 
employed in agriculture and agriculture related fields.  Much of the local economy is 
related to turkey production and processing.  The majority of workers in the processing 
plant are primarily Spanish speaking with limited English proficiency. Because of the 
limited language skills of the Spanish speaking subgroup, language and math proficiency 
have been historically low. Due to the school’s Title I status, the participating 
administration and teachers have received specialized training and instruction at the 
federal, state, and district levels on best teaching practices in reading for the past eight 
years by: (a) funding reading endorsement classes for special and general education 
teachers; (b) providing specialized training from Reading First (Federally funded 
program through No Child Left Behind) certified reading specialists in phonemic 
awareness, phonics, vocabulary, writing, comprehension; (c) skills training in vocabulary 
and text comprehension instruction from Dr. Tamara Jetton; and (d) behavior 
management, skills in engaging all learners, and explicit instruction of reading from Dr. 
Anita Archer.  Results of the special training and funding in reading has greatly improved 
teacher instruction and increased literacy scores in the school. The school principal has 
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followed with efforts to increase criterion referenced writing test scores—as measured by 
the Direct Writing Assessment (DWA), and criterion referenced math scores—as 
measured by Utah Criterion-Referenced Test-Math (CRT-Math) by bringing more 
attention to these subjects through regular progress monitoring, regular team meetings, 
and in school staff development to meet possible needs and increase understanding of 
progress monitoring of writing and math.  Since the school’s data management website 
for recording, analyzing, and graphing oral reading fluency (DIBELS Next) has been 
inoperable for this school due to loss of funding from Reading First, the principal and 
instructional coach endorsed and mandated the use of CBM Focus for teachers to manage 
the data acquired from measurements in reading, math and writing.  
Participants 
Eleven teachers, grades 1-6, participated in the study. Each teacher was highly 
qualified under Utah State Office of Education and No Child Left Behind Standards.  All 
teachers received significant, ongoing training in reading from specialists well versed in 
the Reading First federal program and understand the value of explicit instruction for 
reading, the use of supplemental materials, measuring reading fluency, and monitoring 
the information by pencil and paper.  Prior to this study, all teachers used DIBELS Oral 
Reading Fluency (ORF) as a universal screening for reading, and three of the teachers 
used a Curriculum-Based Measurement (CBM) for math.  There was not a consistent use 
of a CBM for writing by any teacher until the middle of the 2009-2010 school year. 
Because the teachers had not consistently used CBM measurements for math or writing, 
there was no data management or means of screening students for skill deficiencies and 
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disabilities in these areas.  For this project and to better monitor the progress of academic 
achievement for students’ reading, writing, and math, the school implemented 
Monitoring Basic Skills Progress (MBSP: a CBM for math) and CBM Writing (CBM for 
writing) in addition to DIBELS.   
Implementation Variable 
The independent variable for this project was CBM Focus.  Created by a program 
specialist for the Utah Professional Development Center, CBM Focus is a data 
management system created and displayed on a spreadsheet that is intended to help 
teachers measure their Tier 1 and Tier 2 students’ responsiveness to instruction and 
interventions.  As a data management tool, CBM Focus has many positive aspects when 
compared to other marketed programs (e.g., DIBELS, AIMSweb, and YPP), which 
include the following: (a) it is free; (b) it allows a teacher to manage data from 
screenings, diagnosing, and progress monitoring for students on any skill for multiple 
subject areas including reading, math, writing, spelling, and behavior; (c) it automatically 
creates graphs to provide a visual representation for a whole class profile (See Appendix 
A) and individual profiles from progress monitoring (see Appendix B); and (d) it helps 
the user to visually link progress to a working intervention when multiple types are used.  
CBM Focus is not progress monitoring or a CBM, but the data management system that 
information from progress monitoring is stored, organized, and made readily available for 
teachers and administrators to interpret results and make instructional decisions. 
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Outcome Variables 
Measures of Fidelity  
Teachers implemented CBMs in math and writing to gather data to enter into 
CBM Focus.  Since CBM Focus is a spreadsheet program that was installed on each 
teacher’s computer, neither the principal nor the study author had access to view the 
information. For this reason, the study employed three approaches to checking for fidelity 
of CBM/CBM Focus implementation: (1) teachers’ indications of use on a Weekly 
Grade-Level Team Meeting form, turned in weekly to the principal (See Appendix F); (2) 
CBM Focus graphs on the lowest-performing 20% of students in each teacher’s class, 
also given to the principal weekly (see Appendices A and B for the CBM Focus sample 
graphs); and (3) weekly observations of updated information in CBM Focus or graphs 
conducted by the author.  
The Weekly Grade-Level Team Meeting form was used to collect responses from 
teachers on whether or not they were using the data from CBM Focus in their weekly 
team meetings. The second measure of fidelity was intended to measure how often graphs 
could be turned into the principal and how well teachers understood how to use CBM 
Focus. The third measure, observations by the author initiated on the tenth week of the 
study, indicated the direct use of CBMs and CBM Focus. Observations were made on 
products of the teacher in two ways: (a) updates to CBM Focus, or (b) updated graphs 
displaying data points and their dates of administration for the CBM probes.  
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Social Validity 
 The evaluation of social validity was based on measurements obtained from pre 
(8/20/10), post (12/17/10), and follow up (2/11/11) surveys (see Appendices C, D, and E 
for the social validity surveys). The questions were answered using a five point Likert 
Scale: (5) strongly agree, (4) agree, (3) undecided, (2) disagree, (1) strongly disagree with 
an anecdotal section for additional comments.  A five point scale allowed the respondents 
to indicate neutrality and eliminated a forced positive/negative position in regards to the 
questions.  
  Questions 1-9 assessed (a) attitudes toward CBMs; (b) efficiency in using CBMs; 
(c) availability of time to use CBMs; (d) knowledge of administering CBMs; (e) validity 
in using CBMs in making instructional decisions; (f) opinion of using CBMs if given 
more training; (g) stance on CBM measures as a valid means of assessment; (h) opinion 
of their ability to interpret data from CBMs; and (i) view of  CBMs as being worthwhile 
to use in the classroom. For example, question 6 states: “I have enough time to administer 
CBMs”, and question 7 states: “I feel that measurement results are a valid means of 
assessing needs”.  
 After addressing CBMs, questions 10-15 focused on teachers’ attitudes and 
opinions of CBM Focus as: (a) a means of making data faster and easier to use; (b) a way 
of easier interpreting data; (c) a means of helping to better structure instruction to meet 
the needs of students; (d) a factor for positively impacting student achievement; (e) a tool 
that will be continued to be used in the future to make better instructional decision;  and 
(f) a priority in making time for to enter collected CBM data.  Example survey questions 
17	  	  
related to CBM Focus were: (a) question 10- “I feel CBM Focus helps make data from 
assessments faster and easier to use;” (b) question 11- “I feel CBM Focus helps make 
data from assessments easier to interpret;” and (c) question 13- “I feel my students’ 
achievement has been positively impacted by my usage of CBM Focus.” 
 The pretrial survey was administered to the 11 participants before they were 
trained on the CBM Focus tool in their classrooms. In the pretrial survey, questions 10-15 
made no mention of CBM Focus specifically, rather to a generic data management 
system. In the post-trial and follow up surveys, the wording was slightly modified so that 
questions 10-15 were directly related to CBM Focus. After 11 weeks of using the tool, 
the post-trial survey was administered to the group. The follow up survey was given after 
16 weeks to see if acceptance of the program changed from the post-trial survey.  
Procedures 
Permission was granted by the principal of the elementary school for the use of 
CBM Focus data management program in February 2010. On August 20, 2010, the 
author of the study and the creator of CBM Focus conducted a training session with the 
participating teachers on the correct usage, implementation, and interpretation of data 
created by the tool. In addition, the author (a) administered teacher pretrial surveys before 
the introduction of CBM Focus, (b) practiced use of CBM Focus with the teachers using 
dummy data, (c) facilitated teachers in implementing a math CBM: MBSP, and (d) 
facilitated teachers as technical support when questions or issues arose with CBM Focus 
(Appendix T). Two other meetings were provided by the author during the course of the 
study to improve teachers’ use and understanding of CBM Focus. 
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Technical Assistance 
 The author gave primary assistance to teachers with the math CBM and CBM 
Focus.  Assistance for the writing CBM was provided mostly by the instructional coach, 
with some assistance by the author.  An anecdotal log was not kept on the time spent 
helping teachers overcome problems with CBMs, but was kept while providing assistance 
to teachers in using CBM Focus. Since CBM data are the prerequisite for CBM Focus 
use, the author met individually in follow-up meetings with teachers to ensure fidelity of 
implementation for math CBMs. At one point, the author made contact with the creator of 
MBSP to seek further guidance and was able to convey the feedback to the teachers. 
Screening 
The use of CBM Focus began with screening all students in the school. Writing 
probes were administered by giving students a lined composition sheet with a story-
starter sentence or partial sentence at the top, allowing them to think for 1 minute about 
what to write, write for 3 minutes when prompted, and then the examiner collected the 
measurement at the end of the allotted time for correction (Wright, 1992). The examiners 
(teachers and instructional coach) scored the number of writing units placed in correct 
sequence for the CBM writing probe (See Appendix U).  
Math probes given from MBSP were administered by giving students a 25-
problem math computation test representing the yearlong grade-level math computation 
curriculum within the allotted time for each grade level (Fuchs, Hamlett, & Fuchs, 1999). 
The first time the students took the CBM math test the teachers read an introductory 
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script explaining to the students what they would be doing through the year (See 
Appendix V).  
After the teachers finished scoring probes and tests, they entered the scores and 
benchmark indicators into the math and writing tabs of CBM Focus.  This process placed 
students into one of the three levels (e.g., low risk, some risk, at risk) and quadrants (e.g., 
Accurate and Fluid, Inaccurate and Fluid, Accurate and Slow, Inaccurate and Slow) to 
determine if students were in need of progress monitoring and what types of interventions 
were needed.     
Diagnostics 
 The second step was to diagnose the skill deficits of those students identified from 
the screening process. The diagnostic measures for writing were error analysis, 
Can’t/Won’t Do Assessments and spelling inventories.  Diagnostic measures for math 
included: (a) Survey Level Assessment for Math—determines instructional level (See 
Appendix W); (b) Can’t/Won’t Do Assessment—determines whether performance is due 
to skill deficits, motivational issue, or both (See Appendix X); and (c) Four Quadrant 
Instructional Sorts—determines type of intervention based on fluidity and accuracy from 
probe scores entered into CBM Focus (See Appendix Y). Once a diagnosis was made, the 
teachers were to enter into CBM Focus the instructional level of the students and the 
planned interventions suggested to support them.   
Progress Monitoring 
 The third step was to monitor the progress of those students identified as being at 
“some risk” or “at risk” for interventions. Progress monitoring was checked weekly for 
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these students in writing and math: (a) writing—administered with CBM writing probes 
with sentence starter prompts, and (b) math—administered with MBSP materials. The 
structure of CBM Focus allows users to link interventions to the rate of progress as 
weekly scores are entered and automatically produce visual data for a whole class and 
individual students.  
Interpretation and Use of Graphs  
 Teachers used benchmark graphs and individual progress monitoring graphs for 
their class/grade in four ways: (a) individual teacher use in informing and reporting to 
parents, the special education teacher, or the principal ; (b) decision making for Weekly 
Grade-Level Team meetings; (c) decision making for Monthly Grade-Level Team 
meetings; and (d) given to the principal for record. Decisions were made by determining 
students’ achievement in relationship to their benchmark goals and growth rates.  When 
the graphs were given to the principal he was able to monitor teacher use of CBMs and 
keep the data for his purposes. The author used the graphs for implementation fidelity by: 
(a) recording how many graphs were given, and (b) recording the weeks of data entries 
into CBM Focus.  
Weekly Grade-Level Team Meetings 
 The principal communicated by email his expectations for teachers to meet 
weekly in their grade-level teams and to return to him the details on the form. Teachers 
were to meet and discuss the following: (a) meeting student needs, (b) present levels of 
performance with progress monitoring, (c) possible interventions, and (d) ways to support 
each other. Details of the meetings were to be recorded on the Weekly Grade-Level Team 
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Meeting form and given to the principal on a weekly basis. Teachers	  were	  expected	  to	  use	  the	  data	  and	  graphs	  from	  CBM	  Focus	  for	  weekly	  grade	  level	  team	  meetings	  and	  indicate	  if	  they	  did	  so	  by	  checking	  “yes”	  or	  “no”	  on	  the	  form. 
Monthly Grade-Level Team Meetings 
Each month the principal, instructional coach, and author met with each grade-
level team to discuss the data teachers collected and reported.  It was a forum for 
brainstorming ideas on how to arrange student schedules when grouping needed to be 
adjusted, discuss progress monitoring, meet teachers’ needs, and ensure individual 
student needs were being met.  These discussions were mostly centered around data and 
graphs provided by the teachers.   
Observations of Fidelity 
Observations of implementation fidelity were instituted by the author on the 10th 
week to improve low implementation scores by increasing technical support. The author 
visited teachers and recorded observations of weekly use of CBM Focus on each 
teacher’s computer or printed graphs. Observations consisted of the author viewing an 
updated graph or weekly entry of CBM data in CBM Focus on teachers’ computers. The 
author recorded how many weekly data entries were recorded in teachers’ CBM Focus or 
on a graph for the duration of the study.  Even though this addition to the procedures 
occurred, teachers were still required to give their weekly grade-level team meeting 
forms and graphs to the principal.  	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Collection of Social Validity Data 
The author administered the post-trial social validity survey at the conclusion of 
the 11th week. The follow up social validity survey was administered after the conclusion 
of the 16th week of using CBM Focus. Also, in determining the value of CBM Focus to 
the school principal and the instructional coach, the author collected pre, post, and follow 
up survey questionnaires from them (see Appendices O & Q for Follow-up Surveys).  
Analysis of Fidelity and Social Validity Data 
After the 16th week, the author evaluated: (a) pretrial, post-trial, and follow up 
surveys for measurement of teacher, principal and instructional coach perceptions of 
CBM Focus (see Appendices C, D, E, T, U, & V for Survey Results); (b) Weekly grade-
level team meeting surveys (see Appendix F and G) ; (c) CBM Focus data reports for 
math as collected at weekly by the principal for his monitoring purposes (see Appendix A 
and B); and (d) observations of teachers’ use of CBM Focus.  
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RESULTS 
Implementation Fidelity 
Results of the grade level team meeting forms given to the principal indicated that 
only 25% of 16 weeks were progress monitored with CBM Focus (See Figure 1 & 2). 
Four teachers (teachers 5-8) provided the most information with six weeks of grade level 
team meetings containing data entered into CBM Focus; teachers 3, 4, 10 and 11 
provided five weeks; and teachers 1, 2 and 9 provided none. Before the author intervened 
with the third measurement (observation of CBM Focus use), the following teachers 
indicated they had used CBM Focus on their forms during the first nine weeks of the 
study: (a) teachers 3, 4, 5, 6, 10 and 11 each indicated five weeks; (b) teachers 7 and 8 
each indicated only four weeks; and (c) teachers 1, 2 and 9 made no indication they used 
CBM Focus during the first nine weeks. After the author intervened, teacher indications 
of CBM Focus use on the form went down from 40% to 8%.The following teachers 
indicated use of CBM Focus during the last seven weeks of the study: (a) teachers 7 and 
8 indicated two weeks; (b) teachers 5 and 6 indicated one week, and (c) teachers 1, 2, 3, 
4, 9, 10 and 11 did not indicate.  
The second measure of implementation fidelity, weekly copies of the graphs from 
CBM Focus to the principal, were completed only 11.9% (21/176) during the 16 weeks of 
the study. No graphs were given during the first nine weeks. But after the author added in 
observations of implementation fidelity for the last seven weeks, graphs given to the 
principal increased to 27%: (a) teacher 5 provided four graphs; (b) teachers 4, 6 and 
11each provided three graphs; (c) teachers 3 and 10 each provided two graphs; and (d) 
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teacher 8 and 9 each provided one graph. Possible reasons for these changes are 
addressed in the Discussion section of the report.   
  
Figure 1. Results of implementation fidelity measures before intervention. 
 
Figure 2. Results of implementation fidelity during author’s intervention. 
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The third measurement of implementation, author observations of teachers' use of 
CBM focus, increased from 70% (nine weeks prior to intervention) to 82% 
implementation for the last 7 weeks. The author observed the following teachers’ 
updated-weekly data entries into CBM focus: (a) teachers 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 each 
provided seven weeks of data entry; (b) teacher 4 provided five weeks of data entry; and 
(c) teachers 1 and 2 each provided 1week of data entry (see figure 3 for comparison of 
fidelity measures across the study). 
 
Figure 3. Comparison of fidelity measures across the study. 
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responses).  Analyses of individual participant responses show that teachers who 
answered negatively to questions one through nine about CBMs were more likely to 
answer negatively to questions 10-15 about CBM Focus. Likewise, teachers who 
answered negatively about CBMs and CBM Focus typically entered fourteen weeks or 
fewer entries of CBM data into CBM Focus.   In contrast, teachers who entered sixteen 
weeks or more entries of CBM data into CBM Focus were more likely to answer 
positively on surveys about CBMs.  Those who answered positively to questions about 
CBMs were more likely to answer positively about CBM Focus. Of the 15 survey 
questions, only questions 1, 4, 8, 13 and 15 resulted in positive outcomes.  Questions 2, 3, 
5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 14 resulted in negative outcomes. 
Positive Results 
Question 1: “I feel I can adequately measure student progress without the use of 
Curriculum-Based Measurements (CBMs).”  The average teacher response at the post-
trial survey (3.09) went down slightly to 3.00 in the follow up survey, which indicated an 
increase of acceptability that CBMs are needed to measure student progress. The teacher 
that made the difference in the change between the post and follow up surveys was 
teacher 11 who changed from “Agree” to “Disagree.” 
Question 4 states: “I know how to administer CBMs.” Drastic increases were 
made from pretrial (3.27) to post-trial (3.91), and from post to follow up (4.27) surveys.  
Five teachers made a positive change in their responses in the post-trial survey and three 
teachers made the positive changes in the follow up survey that led to the high average 
teacher response of (4.27).  
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Question 8 states: “I know how to interpret information from CBMs.” The 
average teacher response increased from the pretrial (3.18) to the post and follow up 
survey scores of 3.91.  There was no change from post to follow up because teacher 2 and 
9s’ negative responses were canceled out by teacher 5 and 6s’ positive responses.  
Question 13 states: “I feel my students’ achievement has been positively impacted 
by my usage of CBM Focus.” The average teacher response score increased from 3.09 in 
the post-trial to 3.45 in the follow up survey.  In the follow up, teacher 2 gave a negative 
response but teachers 5, 6 and 9 gave positive responses, which ultimately increased the 
average teacher response. Question 15 states: “I have enough time to use CBM Focus for 
all the information I gather from curriculum based measurements.”  The average teacher 
response score increased from the post-trial score of 2.82 to the follow up survey score of 
3.09. Five teachers (2, 5, 6, 9 &11) made positive responses that increased the average 
teacher score from the post-trial to the follow up survey.  Only teacher 10 gave a negative 
result by changing from “Agree” in the post-trial to “Disagree” in the follow up survey.    
Negative Results 
Question 2 states: “I am able to efficiently make instructional changes based on 
student progress without the use of CBMs.” The average teacher response went up from 
3.36 to 3.55, indicating that a few participants felt stronger from the post to follow up 
survey that they could perform instructional decisions efficiently without the use of 
CBMs. Teachers 2, 7, and 8 responded negatively to this question. Teacher 2, a 1st grade 
teacher, is one of the two teachers with the lowest rate of implementation fidelity.  
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Question 3 states: “I have enough time to administer CBMs.” The average teacher 
response fell from 3.91 in the post-trial to 3.71 in the follow up survey. Teachers’ 4 and 7 
responses made the question a negative result. 
Question 5 states: “I use CBMs in my instructional decision making.” The 
average teacher score from the post survey (3.64) went down to 3.36 on the follow up 
survey because of three teachers’ responses. The negative responders included teacher 4, 
5, and 6. These 3 teachers provided 14 weeks or less of CBM data entries. 
Question 6 states: “I would use CBMs more often given adequate training.” 
Results show a large decrease in the average teacher response from pretrial (3.36) to post 
(2.45) and follow up (2.36) surveys. Even though teachers 6, 9 and 10 responded 
positively, greater weight was given to negative responses of teachers 2, 4 and 7 because 
of teacher 7’s opinion two point change from “Undecided” to “Strongly Disagree.”   
Teacher 2 had 0% of implementation fidelity on both graphs and forms and had one 
observed data entry into CBM Focus. Teacher 4 had the third lowest implementation 
fidelity of collecting and entering CBM data. Teachers 2, 4 and 7 are the highest negative 
responders for the post and follow up surveys.  
 Question 7 states: “I feel that CBM measurement results are a valid means of 
assessing needs.”  The average teacher response increase from the pretrial (3.45) to the 
post-trial survey (3.64) then decreased to 3.55 in the follow up survey. Teachers 2 (0% 
fidelity on graphs and forms)  and 11 (88% fidelity on observed use of CBM Focus) 
changed from “Strongly Agree” to “Agree” accounting for the slight decrease in the 
average response and making the question a negative result. 
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Question 9 states: “I feel the time spent using CBMs in the classroom is 
worthwhile.” The average response was the same for the pre and post-trial surveys (3.36), 
but then decreased to 3.27 for the follow up survey. Teacher 2 made the decrease in this 
question by responding negatively. 
Question 10 states: “I feel CBM Focus helps make data from assessments faster 
and easier to use.”  The average teacher response score decreased from 3.55 (pretrial) to 
the post and follow up trials score of 3.18. The difference was made because of negative 
responses given from teachers 1, 3, 4 and 9 from the pretrial to the post-trial. They 
maintained the same responses from post to follow up trial. In the post to follow up trial 
survey analysis, two teachers’ (2 and 5) positive responses were canceled out by two 
other teachers’ (7 and 11) negative responses.  
Question 11 states: “I feel CBM Focus helps make data from assessments easier 
to interpret.” The average response score increased from the pretrial (3.45) to the post-
trial (3.55) then fell back to 3.45 in the follow up survey. Two teachers (2 and 9) positive 
responses were outweighed by three teachers (4, 7 and 8) negative responses, thus 
making question 11 a negative result.  
Question 12 states: “I feel my classroom instruction is more structured to 
maximize my students’ achievement because of my usage of CBM Focus.”  The average 
teacher response score fell significantly from 3.82 in the pretrial to 2.73 in both post and 
follow up surveys, indicating that the participants felt their use of CBM Focus did not 
have a maximum effect on their students’ achievement. Ten of the eleven participants 
responded negatively in the pre/post trial survey analysis. This indicated a perception that 
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CBM Focus was (a) not the cause for maximizing instruction towards better student 
outcomes, or (b) using CBM Focus did not help improve student achievement.  
Question 14 states: “I will continue utilizing CBM Focus regularly to help me 
make better instructional decisions.” The average teacher response score for the pre and 
posttrials was 3.64 and reduced to 3.36 because of negative responses by teachers 4, 5 
and 6.  
On the last survey given: (a) 7 of 11 teachers agreed that CBM Focus made their 
collected data easier to interpret; (b) 7 of 11 teachers agreed that their students’ 
achievement was positively impacted because of their use of CBM Focus; and (c) 6 of 11 
teachers agreed they would continue to use CBM Focus in the future for their data 
management needs (see Appendix L). These particular teachers were typically upper 
grade teachers, had high implementation fidelity, and indicated they valued CBMs.   
Generally, the teachers that taught the lower grades (K-3) had the lowest 
implementation fidelity, and provided most of the negative responses about CBMs and 
CBM Focus in the surveys.  There were a total of thirty individual negative responses on 
the follow up survey from the post-trial survey. Of the thirty negative responses, 60% of 
them came from teachers who entered fourteen or fewer weeks of data into CBM Focus, 
or had the lowest implementation fidelity of the eleven participants. On the follow up 
survey, 8 of 11 teachers indicated they had time to implement CBMs (question 3) but 
only 4 teachers indicated that CBM Focus made data faster and easier to use (question 
10) and only 3 teachers indicated they had time to use CBM Focus (question 15). 
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DISCUSSION 
Implementation Fidelity 
 Results of this study indicated that gathering Weekly Grade Level Team Meeting 
forms was not an effective approach to ensuring implementation fidelity. Teachers likely 
started off doing this because of successful momentum from the years prior to the study. 
Unfortunately, few follow ups by the principal and the refusal of teachers to collaborate 
with their grade level teams made the form’s value diminish.  
 Recording CBM Focus graphs given to the principal, on the other hand, was 
found to be an effective means of establishing implementation fidelity because the 
teachers had to produce the ultimate product of CBM Focus.  Initially, this was 
ineffective because (a) the principal did not follow up on getting teachers’ graphs, (b) the 
author assumed the teachers knew how to print the graphs, (c) teachers were hesitant to 
communicate the need for help, and (d) sufficient support and follow up was not provided 
to each teacher. After the author modified the fidelity procedure by providing better 
technical assistance and recording observed data entries or updated graphs from CBM 
Focus, the teachers gained confidence and started giving the principal the required 
graphs.  Results of the weekly observations indicated that the teachers were entering their 
CBM data into CBM Focus on a more frequent basis. The author also observed higher 
implementation fidelity for weekly data entered into CBM Focus since the beginning of 
the project as he viewed each teacher’s earlier CBM Focus spreadsheets and/or graphs on 
their computers.    
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Social Validity 
 The author’s goal was to provide the school with a tool that was: (1) 
comprehensive in its use for managing data from CBMs in reading, math, writing, and 
spelling, and (2) bring the school closer to compliance with RTI. The author anticipated 
that the teachers would see the value in, and have high acceptability of CBM Focus.  
Teachers 1 and 2 did not want to participate as other teachers had. The author 
gave technical assistance to them concerning CBMs for math, even up to the last few 
weeks of the project, demonstrating that having little data and low implementation 
fidelity had definitely affected their attitudes toward CBM Focus and its impact on 
improving the teacher’s instructional decision-making.  
 Teachers 3-6 felt compelled to implement CBM Focus and distrusted the 
value of the CBMs in the first place, which subsequently devalued CBM Focus. Teachers 
3 and 4 are 2nd grade teachers that collaborate in grade level team meetings. Teacher 3 
indicated on his post-trial survey that he did not value CBMs because it only focuses on 
basic skills and tests students on “material they haven’t learned yet” (see Appendix S).  
Teacher 4 struggled to properly use the data from CBM Focus because she refused to test 
students on grade level materials and reasoned that her students would be frustrated 
having math problems given to them that they have not yet learned.  This philosophical 
difference made the use of the norms provided in the research tab obsolete since students 
were not measured with the correct level of measurement. Subsequently, this mistake 
erroneously affected the display of the benchmark lines on the graph. While teacher 3 had 
high implementation fidelity, teacher 4 had low implementation fidelity. 
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Teachers 5 and 6 are 3rd grade teachers that collaborated in grade level teams 
almost daily.  They both entered in 14 weeks of data into CBM Focus and use the graphs 
from CBM Focus in making instructional decisions. Both teachers had greater positive 
results (7) than negative results (4) over the course of the project.   
Teachers 7-11 spoke positively about the CBMs and the capabilities of CBM 
Focus despite their technical difficulties. Teacher 7 and 8 are 4th grade teachers and 
teacher 9 is a 5th grade teacher that did not collaborate in their grade level teams.  These 
veteran teachers did give CBMs in math and reading weekly for progress monitored 
students and entered the results, but they struggled with the technology required for CBM 
Focus. Finally, Teacher 10 and 11 are 6th grade teachers that have high implementation 
fidelity in using CBM Focus and had positive results to both CBMs and CBM Focus.  
 The principal and instructional coach were quite encouraged and positive about 
the teachers’ use of CBMs and CBM Focus. Analysis of the surveys from the principal 
and instructional coach indicated an overall positive attitude towards CBM Focus and the 
teachers’ implementation of it (See Appendices M, N, O, P, Q for Principal and 
Instructional Coach Survey Results).  Both had praise for the implementation of CBMs in 
math and writing and the recording of data into CBM Focus for administrative and 
instructional purposes.  Both the principal and instructional coach indicated that the 
implementation of  CBMs and CBM Focus: (a) helped the school by driving instruction 
by collecting data, discussing them, and making better decisions; (b) benefitted teachers 
by identifying students’ skills deficits and adjusting instruction; (c) was implemented 
with a minimum sense of requirement, yet ongoing support is needed for operating CBM 
34 	  
Focus; (d) helped teachers make gains in math achievement; (e) indicated that all teachers 
are not yet up to a standard of making large gains for lower performing students from 
using CBM Focus; and (f) improved their roles as instructional leaders by making data a 
starting place for knowing  how to adjust instruction and being the means of tracking 
what works and what does not.  Both instructional leaders indicated on their surveys that 
those who value CBM data and its use in making instructional decision have a positive 
attitude and value CBM Focus more than those who do not value the use of data from 
CBMs.  When asked about what, if any, improvements needed to be made to CBM 
Focus, both indicated that none were needed. 
Study Limitations 
   Reactivity due to different factors may have affected the outcomes of the project 
results, such as: (a) teachers not yet proficient in implementing CBMs in math and 
writing; (b) CBM Focus is technical and technological; (c) the value of CBM data 
decreased for teachers because CBM data in math and writing was not being discussed in 
monthly and weekly grade level team meetings; and (e) philosophical differences in 
perceptions of fluency measures. 
Proficiency in Implementing CBMs 
  The author spent much of the first part of the project helping teachers implement 
math CBMs with fidelity.  Many teachers made assumptions and started the math probes 
without following correct procedures, which was still useful to the teachers for error 
analysis but invalidated the data in reference to research based norms.  At one point in the 
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study, the author made contact with Dr. Lynn Fuchs of Vanderbilt University to get 
correct information for implementation fidelity concerning the right correction method.   
 Writing CBMs were not administered with the same frequency as was reading and 
math.  The administration and frequency of writing CBMs were district initiatives led by 
the instructional coaches, and were outside the author’s control.  Writing CBMs were 
given three times during the study. Had teachers implemented writing CBMs with greater 
fidelity, CBM Focus would have had greater acceptability as the need for data 
management would have increased. 
Technically and Technologically Challenging    
 CBM Focus was technologically challenging to teachers who were unfamiliar 
with operating spreadsheets. While providing assistance, the author had to regularly show 
some teachers how to do basic spreadsheet functions (e.g., entering data, maneuvering 
between tabs, etc.) before moving on to CBM Focus use. CBM Focus was created to 
make spreadsheet manipulation minimal for teachers, but basic spreadsheet knowledge 
was a prerequisite skill many teachers were deficient with. This negatively affected their 
ability to use CBM Focus. Also, an inability to print graphs may have been an issue that 
deterred teachers from turning in graphs during the first nine weeks because they were 
unable to print a few selected graphs without printing all graphs. 
  CBM Focus was also technically challenging to those who were unfamiliar with 
how to read and understand benchmark norm tables and growth rates for entering the 
correct data into screening and diagnostic sections. Within CBM focus, research tabs 
include charts of information by types for multiple CBMs, their benchmark norms, and 
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growth rates. Even though the data charts were organized well, the author observed at 
least five teachers express frustration at finding information they needed in the tables and 
charts provided in the research tabs.  In contrast, online CBM testing services (e.g., 
DIBELS, AIMSWeb & YPP) alleviate much of the searching through data charts and 
entering for benchmark norms and growth rates.  
Decreased Value of Data 
Prior to the project, the school practiced the progress monitoring of reading with 
CBMs, discussed data in meetings, and adjusted interventions to get higher gains in 
reading achievement. Because of the accountability, emphasis, and maintained 
expectations for reading data, the feedback and discussion from monthly meetings acted 
as an establishing operation in increasing teacher motivation for implementing reading 
CBMs with Fidelity.  During the project, monthly meetings were still maintained with the 
same expectations and procedures for reading, but not for math and writing.  Because 
these same meetings did not allow equal time in discussion for math and writing data too, 
the meetings acted as abolishing operations, decreasing teacher motivation to use CBMs 
and CBM Focus with fidelity.  The principal, instructional coach, and author had hoped 
the teachers’ ability to use graphed CBM data for reading would have generalized for 
discussion of math and writing.  But unfortunately, even though the teachers had access 
to CBM Focus, it was not implemented with high acceptability and the graphs from CBM 
Focus were not utilized in monthly meetings; only for referral to determine students’ 
eligibility for special education.  
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Philosophical Differences   
 The school’s past experience with the Reading First program afforded the 
teachers little variance from its prescribed program. At least six teachers resented certain 
practices (e.g., progress monitoring with CBMs, teaching methodology, direct instruction 
of different concepts, etc.) and the “loss of control” of their own classrooms.  A common 
complaint the researcher heard from at least four teachers during the project was that the 
school’s instruction was so “compartmentalized” that they had little time to teach certain 
aspects of instruction they felt needed to be taught. Before the project, screening, 
progress monitoring with CBMs, and the analysis of data in the form of graphs were 
practices that the school had to comply with for the Reading First program regardless of 
“buy in” from the teachers. Even though much success has been made in raising 
achievement for all students, many teachers felt it was a practice focused too much on 
data, showed very little in terms of what a student was capable of doing and was too out 
of touch with the teachers’ competencies as professional educators.  The author made an 
assumption that the expectations and repetitious use of these practices would have 
generalized from the six years of Reading First implementation. He also felt participants’ 
past experiences with CBMs would have created the momentum to fully implement 
CBMs for math (MBSP) and writing, and use CBM Focus to the benefit of teachers in 
bettering instructional decision making. This was true for the teachers who had high 
implementation fidelity of CBMs during the study or had implemented CBMs for math 
prior to the study. Results show that many teachers still had negative attitudes towards 
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CBMs, their purpose as valid measurements, and the amount of credibility given to them 
in making decisions about student-grouping and type of instruction.    
Directions for Future Research 
 To increase the acceptability and implementation of CBM Focus in the future, 
practitioners should implement the following strategies: (a) review the purpose and 
research that justifies the use of CBMs; (b) ensure CBM methods and procedures for 
math and writing are established before implementing CBM Focus; (b) have teachers 
demonstrate how to properly administer/correct math and writing CBM probes;  and (c) 
have teachers demonstrate how to properly screen, diagnose, and progress monitor 
students with skill deficiencies.   
 To improve the motivation to use CBMs and CBM Focus, practitioners need to 
raise the quality of monthly and weekly meetings with these recommendations: (a) at the 
beginning, model and review team meeting expectations and how data is to be discussed 
from week to week; (b) measure implementation fidelity of weekly team meetings; (c) 
regulate the time spent discussing math and writing compared to reading in monthly team 
meetings; (d) engage the principal, instructional coach and/or an instructional aide as 
technical assistants in the implementation of school wide use of CBMs and CBM Focus 
and train them to proficiency; (e) provide a range of research based interventions and 
strategies for students with skill deficiencies in math and writing; (f) approach each 
teacher weekly in offering assistance and provide positive reinforcement for 
implementation of the program; (g) ensure that the principal communicate and follow up 
with teachers on a regular basis regarding the implementation and turning in of forms and 
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graphs; (h) ensure that instructional role players (principals, instructional coaches, special 
education teachers) point out the success resulting from CBMs and CBM Focus to faculty 
on a regular basis; and (i) possibly use external reinforcers (e.g., drawing, drink, treat, 
etc.) contingent on teachers’ efforts and met expectations.  
 CBM Focus can appear intimidating to new users. The data entry worksheets are 
reduced to the most minimal amount of pertinent data entry possible and cannot be 
modified without detracting from the integrity of the graphs displayed and other essential 
information regarding a student’s status (e.g., Section 504 plan, Student with and IEP, 
Considered Homeless, Child of Migrant Workers, etc.). Therefore, developing teacher 
competency with CBM Focus can happen after the initial training for CBM Focus with 
the following recommendations: (a) schedule and maintain follow up meetings with the 
instructional team until competency is demonstrated; (b) post a link on the school/district 
website which directs teachers to the CBM Focus website with the video tutorial 
(43min.45sec.); (c) the instructional team can produce brief videos of each section of 
CBM Focus (screening, diagnostics, and progress monitoring) that visually detail the 
entries of multiple data into CBM Focus from juxtaposed raw data; and (d) the 
instructional team can create a modified version of CBM Focus with preplaced expected 
dates of completion for screenings, survey level assessments, and progress monitoring 
next to their respective headings or places of entry.  Preplacing expected dates on CBM 
Focus will benefit teachers when entering data into CBM Focus as a visual reminder and 
for reference when planning teacher schedules.  
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 Regarding frustration with the quantity of information in the research tabs of 
CBM Focus: the instructional team providing training and support to a school can reduce 
the amount of unnecessary data teachers have to search through by unprotecting the sheet 
and deleting unnecessary tables and charts prior to giving the program to teachers. For 
example: the math research tab contains two sets of benchmark norms; one for Math 
CBM and the other for MBSP.  Since the school in the study implemented MBSP, they 
could eliminate the first table (Math CBM) which is situated above the MBSP tables. 
This would eliminate the common error of using another norm not associated with 
MBSP.  This is an easy modification that does not alter any formulas with the data entry 
pages and should reduce frustration while searching for pertinent information until 
teachers become more familiar with CBM Focus. 
 To help others access and view data in CBM Focus, which was secluded to each 
teacher’s computer, it should ideally be set up on a network server, preferably at the 
district office. If a school or district does not have a network server, a less cost inhibitive 
approach is to manage CBM Focus on a cloud based network by contracting with a cloud 
based utility company.  Services provided by providers, such as Dropbox and SugarSync, 
allow users to automatically sync and update information to their files when information 
is entered in CBM Focus.  By utilizing a network server or cloud base network, special 
educators, instructional coaches, and administrators can view and analyze vital 
information without having to approach every teacher for data. A network setup would 
also reduce the interruption of teachers and transitional time spent collecting data. Also, 
observing teachers’ use of CBM Focus could be done over a network and updated to the 
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principal’s computer for review and provide feedback accordingly, rather than viewing 
each teacher’s computer. 
 Adherence to these suggestions will likely increase fidelity and acceptability of 
CBM Focus, by increasing the value of graphed data from CBM Focus and conveying to 
teachers that: (a) data has meaningful purposes by all educators in the school, (b) 
meetings emphasize accountability for keeping data and making decisions, (c) use of the 
data is expected between monthly team meetings by utilizing weekly team meetings and 
effectively recording actions and results, (d) positive results will occur with consistency 
and fidelity of implementation, and (e) a support team of personnel proficiently skilled in 
CBM administration and CBM Focus would be available to address their concerns. 
 In addition to the present social validity measures, the author would add the 
following to the survey to expand on question 10’s statement about the ease and speed of 
using CBM Focus: (a) the degree to which CBM Focus was used; (b) the difficulty of 
entering data into CBM Focus; (c) the degree to which CBM Focus was used in weekly 
and monthly grade level team meetings; and (d) the average amount of time spent 
entering data into CBM Focus. Also, teachers would be asked whether they used and 
liked CBM Focus. The following questions would be worded differently: (a) question 7 
would be modified to state, “I feel that CBM measurement results are a valid means of 
assessing needs;” (b) question 11 would be reworded, “I feel CBM Focus graphs make 
data easier to interpret;” and (c) question 12 would be changed to, “My use of CBM 
Focus has helped me organize instruction and resources to better meet the needs of my 
students.” Utilizing focus groups for negative responders would enhance the study by 
42 	  
providing detailed information on why they did not implement CBMs or CBM Focus 
with higher levels of fidelity and why they responded the way they did on their surveys.  
 In summary, the intent of this study was to measure the social validity of CBM 
Focus with three surveys over 16 weeks. Although teachers were able implement CBMs 
with fidelity, they did not implement CBM Focus well until after the author intervened, 
and implementation fidelity was strongly related to teachers’ responses of acceptability.  
Given the increasing attention and focus on schools to implement RTI, the use of CBMs 
in the future will likely intensify because of its utility to provide data on students 
achievement and how well students respond to the instruction they receive.  When CBMs 
are implemented with fidelity and technical supports are in place, CBM Focus can 
function as a valuable tool in managing CBM data, assisting in the interpretation of them, 
and helping schools follow an RTI model.   
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Appendix A -  Example CBM Focus Class Display 
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Appendix B - Example CBM Focus Individual Progress Monitoring Display  
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Appendix C - Social Validity Pretrial Survey 
 
Pretrial Survey                                             Name: _______________________________ 
 Please read and circle one answer for each question. 
 
1. I feel I can adequately measure student progress without the use of Curriculum-
Based Measurements (CBMs). 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
2. I am able to efficiently make instructional changes based on student progress without 
the use of CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
3.  I have enough time to administer CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
4. I know how to administer CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
5. I use CBMs in my instructional decision making. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
6.  I would use CBMs more often given adequate training. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
7. I feel that measurement results are a valid means of assessing needs.  
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
8. I know how to interpret information from CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
9. I feel the time spent using CBMs in the classroom is worthwhile. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
10. I feel data-management systems help make data from assessments faster and easier 
to use. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
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Appendix C -  Social Validity Pretrial Survey (continued) 
 
11. I feel data-management systems help make data from assessments easier to 
interpret. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
 
  
 
12. I feel my classroom instruction is structured to maximize my students’ achievement. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
13. I feel my use of a data-management system would positively impact my students’ 
achievement. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
14. I would utilize a data-management system regularly to help me make better 
instructional decisions. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
15. I have enough time to use a data-management system for all the information I 
gather from curriculum-based measurements. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
Additional Comments: 
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Appendix D - Social Validity Post-trial Survey 
 
Post-trial Survey                                                           Name:________________________  
Please read and circle one answer for each question. 
 
1. I feel I can adequately measure student progress without the use of Curriculum-
Based Measurements (CBMs).  
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
2. I am able to efficiently make instructional changes based on student progress without 
the use of CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
3.  I have enough time to administer CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
4. I know how to administer CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
5. I use CBMs in my instructional decision making. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
6.  I would use CBMs more often given adequate training. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
7. I feel that measurement results are a valid means of assessing needs.  
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
8. I know how to interpret information from CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
9. I feel the time spent using CBMs in the classroom is worthwhile. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
10. I feel CBM Focus helps make data from assessments faster and easier to use. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
11. I feel CBM Focus helps make data from assessments easier to interpret. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
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Appendix D - Social Validity Post-trial Survey (continued) 
 
12. I feel my classroom instruction is more structured to maximize my students’ 
achievement because of my usage of CBM Focus. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
13. I feel my students’ achievement has been positively impacted by my usage of CBM 
Focus. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
14. I will continue utilizing CBM Focus regularly to help me make better instructional 
decisions.  
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
15. I have enough time to use CBM Focus for all the information I gather from 
curriculum-based measurements. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
If it has, how has CBM Focus benefitted you? 
 
 
What, if any, changes would you recommend to CBM Focus? 
 
 
Additional Comments: 
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Appendix E - Social Validity Follow-Up Survey 
 
Follow-Up Survey                                                           Name:______________ __________  
Please read and circle one answer for each question. 
 
1. I feel I can adequately measure student progress without the use of Curriculum-Based 
Measurements (CBMs).  
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
2. I am able to efficiently make instructional changes based on student progress without 
the use of CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
3.  I have enough time to administer CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
4. I know how to administer CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
5. I use CBMs in my instructional decision making. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
6.  I would use CBMs more often given adequate training. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
7. I feel that measurement results are a valid means of assessing needs.  
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
8. I know how to interpret information from CBMs. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
9. I feel the time spent using CBMs in the classroom is worthwhile. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
10. I feel CBM Focus helps make data from assessments faster and easier to use. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
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Appendix E - Social Validity Follow-Up Survey (continued) 
 
11. I feel CBM Focus helps make data from assessments easier to interpret. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
 
  
12. I feel my classroom instruction is more structured to maximize my students’ 
achievement because of my usage of CBM Focus. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
13. I feel my students’ achievement has been positively impacted by my usage of CBM 
Focus. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
14. I will continue utilizing CBM Focus regularly to help me make better instructional 
decisions.  
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
15. I have enough time to use CBM Focus for all the information I gather from 
curriculum-based measurements. 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
Agree 
 
Undecided 
 
Disagree 
 
Strongly Disagree 
  
 
If it has, how has CBM Focus benefitted you? 
 
 
What, if any, changes would you recommend to CBM Focus? 
 
 
Additional Comments: 
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Appendix F - Weekly Grade Level Team Meeting Form 
 
 
 
 
______________________Weekly Grade-Level Team Meeting Agenda 
 
________________Grade       Date_____________________ 
 
I monitored progress of students and recorded results in CBM Focus this 
week? 
Teacher: _____________________  Yes  No 
Teacher: _____________________  Yes  No 
 
Observation focus for the month:__________________________________  
 
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
• ___________________________________________Objectives: 
 
• Assessments: 
 
 
 
What are we going to do for the students who did not get it? 
 
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
• ___________________________________________Objectives: 
 
• Assessments: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Concerns: 
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Appendix G - Implementation Fidelity Tracking Results Form for CBM Focus Graphs 
Given to Principal 
 
 
Implementation Fidelity: Copies of CBM Focus Reports Given to the Principal 
Week: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16   
Teacher 1                                 0% 
Teacher 2                                 0% 
Teacher 3                           Y   Y 12.50% 
Teacher 4                         Y Y   Y 18.75% 
Teacher 5                     Y Y Y     Y 25.00% 
Teacher 6                       Y Y     Y 18.75% 
Teacher 7                       Y       Y 12.50% 
Teacher 8                       Y         6.25% 
Teacher 9                       Y         6.25% 
Teacher 10                       Y       Y 12.50% 
Teacher 11                           Y Y Y 18.75% 
Week Totals                     1 6 3 3 1 7 21/176 
Weekly % of 
teachers 
using CBM 
Focus 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9% 55% 27% 27% 9% 64% 11.90% 
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Appendix H - Implementation Fidelity Tracking Form for CBM Focus as indicated on 
Weekly Team Level Meeting 
 
 
Implementation Fidelity : indicated use of CBM Focus on Team Mtg. Form   
Week: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Tchr % 
Teacher 
1                 N N         N   0 
Teacher 
2                 N N         N   0 
Teacher 
3 Y         Y Y Y Y               31.25% 
Teacher 
4 Y         Y Y Y Y               31.25% 
Teacher 
5 Y   Y Y   Y Y             Y     37.50% 
Teacher 
6 Y   Y Y   Y Y             Y     37.50% 
Teacher 
7     Y Y   Y Y           Y Y     37.50% 
Teacher 
8     Y Y   Y Y           Y Y     37.50% 
Teacher 
9                                 0 
Teacher 
10 Y   Y Y Y   Y                   31.25% 
Teacher 
11 Y   Y Y Y   Y                   31.25% 
Week 
Totals 6 0 6 6 2 6 8 2 2 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 44/176 
Weekly 
% of 
teachers 
using 
CBM 
Focus 
54% 0 54% 54% 18% 54% 73% 18% 18% 0 0 0 18% 36% 0 0 25% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
65	  	  
Appendix I  
 
Implementation Fidelity Tracking Form for 
Observed Dates of Entry into CBM Focus
66 	  
Appendix I - Implementation Fidelity Tracking Form for Observed Dates of Entry into 
CBM Focus 
 
 
Implementation Fidelity: Teachers' Weekly Entry of Data into CBM 
Focus           
Week: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16   
Teacher 
1 N N N N N N N N N Y N N N N N N 6.25% 
Teacher 
2 N N N N N N N N N Y N N N N N N 6.25% 
Teacher 
3 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
100.00
% 
Teacher 
4 Y N N Y N Y N N N Y N Y Y N Y Y 50.00% 
Teacher 
5 Y Y Y Y N Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 87.50% 
Teacher 
6 Y Y Y Y N Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 87.50% 
Teacher 
7 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
100.00
% 
Teacher 
8 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
100.00
% 
Teacher 
9 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
100.00
% 
Teacher 
10 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
100.00
% 
Teacher 
11 Y Y Y Y N N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 87.50% 
Week 
Totals 9 8 8 9 5 8 6 8 8 11 8 9 9 8 9 9 132/176 
Weekly 
% of 
teacher
s using 
CBM 
Focus 
8
2
% 
73
% 
73
% 
82
% 
45
% 
73
% 
55
% 
73
% 
73
% 
100
% 
73
% 
82
% 
82
% 
73
% 
82
% 
82
% 75% 
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Appendix J – Pretrial Survey Chart 
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Appendix K - Post-trial Survey Chart 
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Appendix L – Follow up Survey Chart 
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74 	  
Appendix M - Average Teacher Response Results for the Social Validity Surveys  
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Pretrial Survey for Principal
76 	  
Appendix N - Pretrial Survey for Principal 
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  Posttrial	  Survey	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  by	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  3
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  Comment	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Appendix T - Log of Technical Support 
 
Log of Technical Support for CBM Focus: Aaron Peterson 
Date Teacher 
# 
Grade Description of Problem: CBM Focus or Progress 
Monitoring? 
Was the problem 
remedied? 
11/30/10 10&11  6 Meeting expectations with CBMs; helped with 
entering norms and growth rate. 
Yes 
12/2/10 4 2 Teacher will not administer correct math probe 
needed (philosophical difference) 
No 
12/7/10 All All Sent email about how teachers could email me 
their concerns. 
No response 
given 
12/13/10 9 5 How to enter progress monitoring data into 
CBM Focus spreadsheet. 
More time 
needed 
12/15/10 1&2 1 How to enter progress monitoring data; norms, 
growth goal; how to print/send info. 
Checkup 
needed 
12/16/10 All All Email sent to all teachers asking them what 
issues they were facing with CBM Focus and 
how I could help. 
No response 
given 
1/4/11 8 4 How to differentiate what levels students are on; 
making decisions for low risk and at risk 
No, not enough 
time 
1/5/11 7 4 How to enter progress monitoring data and 
different skills on the same spreadsheet 
Yes 
1/11/11 6,7,8 
 
3&4 How to determine norms/growth rate/how to 
read and print/send graphs. 
Yes 
1/12/11 
 
7 4 Observation of teacher that she can do it 
independently. 
Yes 
1/13/11 9 5 Follow up: Teacher demonstrated how to enter 
norms, growth rate, and how to use the graphs. 
Another visit 
requested 
1/18/11 
 
9 5 How to print/send graphs to principal Yes 
1/18/11 
 
3 2 How to enter norms, growth rate, norms; 
Discussion on purpose for program and CBMs 
No 
1/24/11 
 
1&2 1 Not giving CBMs; commitment to continue 
practice and enter data. 
No 
1/24/11 All All Sent email about Screening for Winter period. Yes 
1/25/11 
 
3&4 2 Doing CBMs and entering data Yes 
1/26/11 5&6 3 Performing well; entering data and sending 
graphs to principal 
Yes 
1/27/11 
 
11 6 Follow-up: doing well according to 
expectations. 
Yes 
2/3/11 
 
All All All but 1st grade appear to be doing well. Yes 
2/7/11 All All Visited all 6 teachers to offer help.  Yes 
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Appendix U - CBM Writing Administration and Scoring Procedures (Wright, 1992). 
 
CBM Writing from Interventioncentral.org 
 
Description 
 CBM Writing probes are simple to administer but offer a variety of scoring 
options. As with math and spelling, writing probes may be given individually or to 
groups of students. The examiner prepares a lined composition sheet with a story- starter 
sentence or partial sentence at the top. The student thinks for 1 minute about a possible 
story to be written from the story-starter, then spends 3 minutes writing the story. The 
examiner collects the writing sample for scoring. Depending on the preferences of the 
teacher, the writing probe can be scored in several ways (see below). 
 
Materials needed for giving CBM writing probes 
 Student copy of CBM writing probe with story-starter, Stopwatch, Pencils for 
students 
 
Administration of CBM writing probes 
 The examiner distributes copies of CBM writing probes to all the students in the 
group. (Note: These probes may also be administered individually). The examiner says to 
the students: 
I want you to write a story. I am going to read a sentence to you first, and then I want 
you to write a short story about what happens. You will have 1 minute to think about 
the story you will write and then have 3 minutes to write it. Do your best work. If you 
don't know how to spell a word, you should guess. Are there any questions? 
For the next minute, think about . . . [insert story-starter]. The examiner starts the 
stopwatch. 
 
At the end of 1 minute, the examiner says, Start writing. 
While the students are writing, the examiner and any other adults helping in the 
assessment circulate around the room. If students stop writing before the 3-minute timing 
period has ended, monitors encourage them to continue writing. 
After 3 minutes, the examiner says, Stop writing. CBM writing probes are collected for 
scoring. 
 
Scoring Correct Writing Sequences 
 When scoring correct writing sequences, the examiner goes beyond the confines of 
the isolated word to consider units of writing and their relation to one another. Using this 
approach, the examiner starts at the beginning of the writing sample and looks at each 
successive pair of writing units (writing sequence). Words are considered separate 
writing units, as are essential marks of punctuation. To receive credit, writing sequences 
must be correctly spelled and be grammatically correct. The words in each writing 
sequence must also make sense within the context of the sentence. A caret (^) is used to 
mark the presence of a correct writing sequence 
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Appendix U - CBM Writing Administration and Scoring Procedures (continued) 
    
 
 
The following scoring rules will aid the instructor in determining correct writing 
sequences: 
 
Correctly spelled words make up a correct writing sequence (reversed letters are 
acceptable, so long as they do not lead to a misspelling): 
   
Necessary marks of punctuation (excluding commas) are included in correct writing 
sequences: 
   
Syntactically correct words make up a correct writing sequence: 
   
Semantically correct words make up a correct writing sequence: 
   
If correct, the initial word of a writing sample is counted as a correct writing sequence: 
Appendix T for CBM Writing Administration and Scoring Procedures (continued)  
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Titles are included in the correct writing sequence count: 
Appendix U for CBM Writing Administration and Scoring Procedures (continued) 
 
         
With the exception of dates, numbers written in numeral form are not included in the 
correct writing sequence count: 
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Appendix V - Teacher Script and Administration Procedures of the MBSP Test  
 (Fuchs et al., 1999). 
 
 “Today we’re going to learn about a math test that you’ll be taking every week.  
This test has all the kinds of math problems that you’re going to learn how to do this year.  
This is what the test looks like. (Hold up a test or show a transparency on an overhead 
projector.) 
 This test has 25 problems. You may not know how to do some of the problems.  
That’s OK.  I don’t expect you to know how to do all of these problems now. But you’ll be 
learning how to do them this year.  As you learn more and more, your scores on your 
weekly tests will go up.   
 Each week you’ll have __________ minutes to complete the test. You need to use 
your time wisely.  Make sure you don’t waste time on problems that are too hard. 
 Here’s how you take this test.  You start right here. (Point to top left problem on test.)  
Move across each row from left to right (Demonstrate.) When you come to a problem that’s 
easy for you, do it right away.  When you come to a problem that’s hard, skip it.  Move on 
to the next problem.  
 When you’ve looked at the whole test and finished the problems that are easy, go 
back to the beginning (point to top left problem) and try the harder ones.  Don’t be afraid try 
the harder problems!  You might get some credit even if the problem isn’t completely 
correct.  Complete each problem as quickly as possible. (Ask if there are any questions and 
check for student understanding.) 
 Now you’re ready to give the first test.  Use these directions each time you give a 
Computation test: 
 It’s time to take your weekly math test.  As soon as I give you your test, write your 
first name, your last name, and the date.  After you’ve written your name and the date on 
the test, turn your paper over and put your pencil down so I’ll know you’re ready. 
 I want you to do as many problems as you can.  Work carefully and do the best you 
can.  Remember, start at the top left.  Work from left to right.  Some problems will be easy 
for you; other will be harder.  When you come to a problem you know you can do, do it 
right away.  When you come to a problem that’s hard, skip it and come back to it later. 
 Go through the entire test doing the easy problems.  Then go back and try the 
harder ones.  Remember, you might get points for getting part of a problem right.  So, after 
you’ve done all the easy problems, try the harder problems.  Try to do each problem even if 
you think you can’t get the whole problem right. 
 When I say, “Begin,” turn your test over and start to work.  Work for the whole test 
time.  You should have enough room to do you your work in each block on the page.  Write 
your answers so I can read them!  If you finish early, check your answers.   At the end of 
________ minutes, I will say, “Stop.” Put your pencil down and turn your test face down.   
Get ready . . . Begin (Start the timer and circulate through the room during the test to make sure 
students are working independently. Say,  
“Stop,” when the timer beeps at the end of the allotted time.  Make sure students put their pencils 
down immediately and turn their tests face down.  Collect the tests.) 
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Survey Level Assessment with Math CBM  
(Hosp, Hosp, & Howell, 2007)
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Appendix W - Survey Level Assessment with Math CBM (Hosp, Hosp, & Howell, 2007) 
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Scripted Instructions on Can’t/Won’t Do Assessment-Math
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Appendix X - Scripted Instructions on Can’t/Won’t Do Assessment-Math 
 
Scripted Instructions on Can't/Won't Do Assessment - Math 
1. Greet student. “We’re going to do some math today.” 
 
2. “The last time you did this math worksheet, you scored ___ digits correct.” 
 
3. “Today, I’m going to give you an opportunity to do this worksheet again. If you can 
beat your score, then you can pick anything you like from the treasure chest.” Show 
student the treasure chest. Allow student to briefly sample items in the treasure chest. 
 
4. Ask the student “Do you see anything in there that you would like to earn?” If the student 
does not seem excited about any of the items in the treasure chest, offer free time, outside time, 
visit with favorite teacher, or ask the student to nominate something reasonable. 
 
5. “This is a math worksheet. All of the problems are    (addition, subtraction, 
multiplication, division, etc.). When I say ‘start,’ you may begin answering the problems. 
Start on the first problem on the left on the top row (point). Work across and then go to 
the next row. Do you have any questions?” 
 
6. Set timer for two minutes. “Start.” Wait 2 minutes.  
 
7. Monitor student performance to ensure that the student works the problems in rows and does 
not skip around or answer only the easy problems. 
 
8. When timer rings say “Stop.” 
 
9. Count the number of digits correct. If the student increased his/her score by one digit or 
more, allow student to select something from the treasure chest. If the student did not increase 
his/her score by one digit or more, do not allow the student to make a selection from the 
treasure chest.  
 
10. If the student improved at least 15-20% it was a motivational issue.  If not, it’s a skills 
deficit. 
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Appendix Y - Four Quadrant Instructional Sort-Math 
 
Four Quadrant Instructional Sort - Math 
Accurate and Fluid Inaccurate and Fluid 
Question: Is student's performance on grade 
level? 
If yes, continue to provide strong initial 
instruction (Tier 1).  If no, determine 
instructional needs in the skill areas needed. 
 
Plan for Intervention: 
• Direct Instruction on skill deficit area 
• Provide student with repeated practice and 
opportunities to respond in any skill deficit area 
 
 
 
Monitoring Tool: class wide benchmarks, and in 
specific skills, as needed 
Question: What are the missing math 
skills? What is their instructional level? 
 
Plan for Intervention: 
• Go to problem-solving team to get 
specific interventions and problem solve 
• Direct Instruction on missing math skills 
• Provide student with repeated practice of 
skill deficit area 
 
Monitoring Tool: progress monitoring and 
graphing of General Outcome Measure 
(skills from curriculum for year) at least 
once a week. Expect a change in accuracy 
before fluency. 
Accurate and Slow (lack of automaticity) Inaccurate and Slow 
Question: What is their instructional level? 
 
Plan for Intervention: 
• Go to problem-solving team to get specific 
interventions and problem solve 
• Provide student with repeated practice of skill 
deficit area to improve automaticity 
 
 
 
Monitoring Tool: progress monitoring and 
graphing of General Outcome Measure (skills 
from curriculum for year) at least once a week. 
Expect a change in accuracy before fluency. 
Question: What are the missing math 
skills? What is their instructional level? 
 
Plan for Intervention: 
• Go to problem-solving team to get 
specific interventions and problem solve 
• Direct Instruction on missing computation 
skills 
• Work on fluency for math skill needed at 
independent level 
 
Monitoring Tool: progress monitoring and 
graphing of General Outcome Measure 
(skills from curriculum for year) at least 
once a week. Expect a change in accuracy 
before fluency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
